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Several other dictionaries state that "privatize" and "reprivatize" originated in the late 1940s. For example, the 1987 Random House Dictionary of the English Language suggests 1945-50 as the date of origin for "privatize" (p. 1541) and also for "reprivatize" (p. 1635). The 1983 Webster's Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary (p. 936) gives 1948 for the first use of "reprivatize." However, in the next sections I will document the word "privatization" in works published in the 1930s and early 1940s on German economic policy, and its recurrence in the 1950s and 1960s. 2 Why has a misattribution occurred? Undoubtedly, Peter Drucker's work has had a strong impact on the literature, and his Age of Discontinuity has been widely disseminated. Daniel Yergin and Joseph Stanislaw (1998, p. 114) explain that a young British conservative politician, David Howell, was charged in the late 1960s with working out a plan to reduce the state sector in Britain. He learned the word "privatization" from Drucker's work, and used it in a 1969 pamphlet, "A New Style of Government." 3 "Privatization" in the Analysis of Nazi Economic Policy
In the late 1930s and the early 1940s, a number of academic works were devoted to the analysis of economic policy in Germany under the rule of the National Socialist Party. One major work was Maxine Yaple Sweezy's (1941) The Structure of the Nazi Economy. Sweezy stated that industrialists supported Hitler's accession to power and his economic policies: "In return for business assistance, the Nazis hastened to give evidence of their good will by restoring to private capitalism a number of monopolies held or controlled by the state" (p. 27). This policy implied a large-scale program by which "the government transferred ownership to private hands" (p. 28). One of the main objectives for this policy was to stimulate the propensity to save, since a war economy required low levels of private consumption. High levels of savings were thought to depend on inequality of income, which would be increased by inequality of wealth. This, according to Sweezy (p. 28) , "was thus secured by 'reprivatization'. . . . The practical significance of the transference of government enterprises into private hands was thus that the capitalist class continued to serve as a vessel for the accumulation of income. Profit-making and the return of property to private hands, moreover, have assisted the consolidation of Nazi party power." Sweezy (p. 30) again uses the concept when giving concrete examples of transference of government ownership to private hands: "The United Steel Trust is an outstanding example of 'reprivatization.'" This may be the first use of the term "reprivatization" in the academic literature in English, at least within the domain of the social sciences. 4 Hans Wolfgang Singer used the term in "The German War Economy-VII," published in the Economic Journal in 1942.
5 Singer (1942, p. 377) reported the claims by German officials that the new policy was to "produce more and organize less" and "in pursuance of 're-privatisation' factories and machine tools which were previously only leased to private business-men are now to be sold to them."
In 1943, Sidney Merlin published "Trends in German Economic Control Since 1933," in the Quarterly Journal of Economics. Merlin agrees that Germany's National Socialist Party was looking not only for business support, but also for increased Nazi control over the economy (p. 207): "The party, moreover, facilitates the accumulation of private fortunes and industrial empires by its foremost members and collaborators through 'privatization' and other measures, thereby intensifying centralization of economic affairs and government in an increasingly narrow group that may for all practical purposes be termed the national socialist elite." Merlin was aware of Sweezy's work, but instead of "reprivatization" he used the word "privatization," which may be the first time this term is used in the social science literature in English.
It is difficult to be certain why the terms of "privatization" and "reprivatization" emerged from the discussion of German economic policy in the 1930s and 1940s. In February 1934, in a newspaper article in the Der Deutsche Volkswirt called "Zur Neugestaltung des deutschen Nahverkehrs" ("On the New Organization of the German Urban Transportation"; all translations are the author's), the German word "Reprivatisierung" appears, which translates as "reprivatization." In that article, Heinz Marschner (1934, p. 587) wrote: "The following essay makes an interesting proposal: the reprivatization of urban transportation, which after the period of inflation came under public control, especially in the hands of local governments." This text comments on the German National Socialist (Nazi) government's position that the ownership of urban transportation should be returned to the private sector. Several months later, Hans Baumgarten (1934) used "Reprivatisierung" in his article on banking policy in Germany (p. 1645): "Once there have been established the crucial factors that must be met in order to proceed with future reprivatization and future distribution of dividends, it has to be added that, after all, reprivatization also depends on the possibility itself of distributing dividends." Der Deustche Volkswirt 4 Sweezy's book is built on her Ph.D. Dissertation (Sweezy, 1939a) . Some parts of this research had resulted in journal articles published previously (Sweezy, 1939b (Sweezy, , 1940 . None of them included the term "privatization." Gustav Stolper (1940) dedicated one part of his German Economy 1870 -1940 to the Nazi period and used the term "reprivatizing" (p. 207), referring to the return of banks to private ownership in the middle 1930s. Outside the social sciences, some earlier examples of "privatization" exist. For example, Cooper (1937, p. 579) uses precisely this term to refer to the private appropriation of administrative offices when analyzing the policy implications of the Logan bill. However, the Logan bill related to legal implications of a proposed U.S. administrative court, and the meaning is rather different from the modern idea of privatization in the social sciences.devoted its editorial page to Umschau: Reprivatisierung ("Survey: Reprivatization") in the issue published in April 9, 1936 (volume 10, number 28). The German government had sold shares of public enterprises to private buyers during the previous weeks, and this editorial discussed expectations those sales had created among interested parties about the likelihood of a wider scale privatization policy. The editorial page of Der Deutsche Volkswirt was considered at that time to be a press organ for Hjalmar Schacht, who Adolf Hitler had earlier appointed head of the Reichsbank and then appointed Minister of Economy.
The correspondent of The Economist in Germany in his column of April 18, 1936 (CXXIII, 4834, p. 127 Thus, "reprivatization" appears to have come into English on the heels of the invention of the German term "Reprivatisierung." This apparently happened in the case of the The Economist articles mentioned above. Sweezy used a variety of German journals, periodicals and newspapers (1941, pp. 245-6) and Singer (1942) used only German journals and periodicals as sources. Der Deutsche Volkswirt was among these sources, so they too may well have imported the German term into English.
"Privatization" after World War II
After the end of World War II, the term "privatization" fell out of use for a time. In the mid-1950s, it began to reappear. In a study of administrative reform in Colombia, Lynton Caldwell (1953, p. 504) explained: "The officialization of privately controlled enterprise at the national level has been paralleled by the privatization of certain public services at the municipal level." In his work on the German economic and political scene in the postwar era, Otto Kirchheimer (1954, p. 314) claims: "Privatization is probably the most important single social phenomenon of the post-war German scene." In an analysis of the agrarian reforms in the former Czechoslovakia, Frank Meissner (1955) discusses the scenarios for a future without Communist domination in this country. In such a scenario, Meissner (p. 83) writes: "A 'privatization' of collective farming will, no doubt, become a highly topical issue." By the end of the 1950s, German economic policy again provided the main source of inspiration for using "privatization." In 1958, the (A Proposal by DAG) . "Privatisierung" appears in the title of this report, which is full of references to the proposed privatization of the automobile firm Volkswagen. The paper makes extensive use of the German word (pp. 1, 3, 13 and 17), and the text shows that this concept was being widely used in Germany at that time: "When it comes to the topic of socioeconomic or sociopolitical reorganization, the public discussion is dominated by some catchwords like 'state-owned enterprise, ' 'privatization,' 'reprivatization,' 'socialization,' 'people's share,' or 'joint ownership'" (DAG, 1958, p. 1) . Discussions of the Volkswagen situation in English picked up the word as well. In the Harvard Law Review in 1966, Detler Vagts analyzes the German policy of corporate reforms and points out (p. 27) that it "has denationalized several major enterprises. . . . The Volkswagen privatization involved some 1,500,000 subscribers, whereas the total number of shareholders in Germany before that time was estimated to be only 500,000 or 600,000." Vagts's use of "privatization" clearly refers to the transference of government ownership to the private sector.
As this quotation shows, Vagts (1966) also used "denationalization" and "privatization" synonymously, which raises a question: why didn't English-speaking authors who were discussing the sale of a government-owned firm to the private sector use the terminology of "denationalize," which was used in Great Britain as far back as 1921 (Oxford English Dictionary, second edition, 1989, volume IV, p. 454)? Indeed, British scholars usually employed the term "denationalization" when analyzing the privatization of the steel and coal in the United Kingdom in the early 1950s (for example, Mackenzie, 1955, p. 145; Barna, 1957, p. 12) . However, many German and U.S. scholars during the 1950s and the 1960s used versions of "privatisierung" or "privatization," and "reprivatisierung" or "reprivatization." In fact, in the literature of the 1930s and 1940s, the concept of denationalization focused largely on a literal deprivation of nationality for individuals (Abel, 1942) . Not many economic analyses used the word. "Denationalization" may also have sounded too much like ownership was being surrendered to foreigners, while "reprivatization" or "privatization" did not carry such an implication. According to Yergin and Stanislaw (1998, p.114) , Margaret Thatcher reached for the term "privatization" because "denationalization had a negative and unappealing connotation," among other reasons. British scholars followed this lead and began to use "privatization" after Thatcher's privatization policies were implemented in the 1980s.
A Final Twist
The primary modern argument against privatization is that it only enriches and entrenches business and political elites, without benefiting consumers or taxpay-ers. 6 The discussion here suggests a rich historical irony: these modern arguments against privatization are strikingly similar to the arguments made in favor of privatization in Germany in the 1930s. As Sweezy (1941) and Merlin (1943) explicitly point out, German privatization of the 1930s was intended to benefit the wealthiest sectors and enhance the economic position and political support of the elite. Of course, this historical connection does not prove that privatization is always a sound or an unsound policy, only that the effects of privatization may depend considerably on the political, social and economic contexts. German privatization in the 1930s differed from the privatization of Volkswagen in the 1950s, and both of these situations differ from, say, the British privatizations of the 1980s, the Russian privatizations of the 1990s, or the privatizations across Latin America over the last two decades.
